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Response to Amendment 

1 . Applicant's amendment received on April 27, 2009 in which claims 1 , 17, 27 and 
29 were amended has been fully considered and entered, but the arguments are not 
deemed to be persuasive. 

Response to Arguments 

The applicant argues that independent claim 1 is amended to more speedily resolve 
prosecution of this matter. The applicant further notes that the combination of Nallur 
and Yonemitsu does not teach or suggest "using a reconstructed frame caching device, 
caching a reconstructed frame according to a set of criteria, the reconstructed frame 
comprising a decoded multimedia content." 

The examiner respectfully disagrees. The amendment made to claim 1 does not 
change/modify or clarify any aspect of the claim. In fact, a frame caching device is 
expected should a step is to cache a reconstructed frame. The device is nothing more 
that a cache as suggested by Nallur in fig. 2, item 273 (paragraph [0031]). Further, in 
paragraph [0034], Nallur clearly discloses that retrieved streams as deposited in an 
output cache in storage device 273, transferred to DRAM 252, and then processed for 
playback under program control and in communication with decoder 223. To the 
examiner, the decoder being in communication with the playback processor is 
generating reconstructed frame. The data cached in storage device 273 and 
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transferred to DRAM 252 are reconstructed data. In addition, the set of criteria are 
found in the program information 203. In other word, the limitations of claim 1 are met 
by the proposed combination of Nallur and Yonemitsu as previously noted in the last 
office action. 

The applicant further argues that the cached stream is note taught as being cached 
"according to a set of criteria". The applicant further provides the definition of criteria in 
order to make specify that the claims limitations are not met. 

The examiner respectfully disagrees. The applicant must demonstrate that the set of 
criteria are not conventional. The applicant noted that the examiner relied upon a single 
criterion of paragraph [0030] disclosed in Nallur. While the applicant may point out a 
single criterion noted in the last office action by the examiner, the examiner considers 
the limitations as being broadly claimed. In addition, a further reading of Nallur 
paragraph [0033] will show more than one criterion for caching the 
reconstructed/decoded frame. For example, paragraph [0033] discloses that "Retrieved 
streams are deposited in an output cache in a storage device 273, transferred to DRAM 
252, and then processed for playback according to mechanisms that would be 
understood by those having ordinary skill in the art. To the examiner the mechanisms 
provide the criteria claimed by the applicant. In addition, the criteria may be the request 
for retrieval. Caching data according to a set of criteria is very broad. 
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The applicant further argues that "... to scrub to a select frame in a GOP, wherein the 
selected frame is not an l-frame, a scrub tool may have to perform many processing 
intensive and time consuming..." The applicant further admits that Yonemitsu 
establishes the basis of the problem. The applicant further states that without 
Yonemitsu, the Examiner fails to establish a prima facie case, particularly for the 
claimed "decoding the predictive frame starting with the reconstructed frame". 

The examiner respectfully disagrees. Prima facie is being established since the 
applicant admits that the combination of Nallur and Yonemitsu does address the 
scrubbing problem. Nallur in paragraph [0056], page 7, lines 2-15, clearly determines if 
the non-lntraframe has been decoded (i.e., a P-frame). In addition, trick mode is being 
performed while reverse playback are performed in paragraph [0058]. 

It is the examiner's belief that the applicant's amendment does not overcome the prior 
art of record. The rejection will be repeated below while correlating the newly added 
limitations. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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3. Claims 1-10, 13-15, 17-20 and 22-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Nallur et al. (US Patent Application Publication no. 
2008/0037957) in view of Yonemitsu et al. (US Patent no. 5,140,437). 

Regarding claims 1 and 17, Nallur discloses in fig. 1 a computing device and method 
for processing input media in a computing device (See Abstract and paragraph [0014], 
lines 1-8), the method comprising caching a reconstructed frame according to a set of 
criteria (See paragraph [0030, lines 1-6, 27-33); receiving a request to scrub to a 
predictive frame of input media (See [0031], lines 1-9); and responsive to receiving the 
request, decoding the predictive frame (See [0056], lines 1-7). 

It is noted that while Nallur provides the request to scrub in [0056] and identifies 
the I frame from the MPEG-2 stream in [0050], it is silent about starting with the 
reconstructed frame as specified in the claims. 

Yonemitsu discloses processing input media as requested including the steps of 
starting from with reconstructed frame (See Yonemitsu figs. 2-3, and col. 6, lines 14- 
28). The applicant should note that the Intraframe is the first and "reconstructed frame" 
where the scrubbing/playback will start. 

Therefore, it is considered obvious that one skilled in the art at the time of the 
invention that one skilled in the art at the time of the invention would recognize the 
advantage of placing a request for scrubbing where such request would start with the 
reconstructed frame. The motivation for performing such a step is to be able to identify 
the Intraframe of each sequence to facilitate either forward or reverse playback as well 
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as trick play (See Yonemitsu col. 2, lines 29-36). The applicant should note that the 
different criteria are disclosed in Nallur [0055], lines 1-5. 

As per claims 2-3, 8, 1 0, 1 5, 1 8, 20 and 23-24, Nallur further suggest caching by a 
component in a media pipeline (See Nallur [0030, lines 27-42). 

As per claims 7 and 22, most of the limitations of these claims have been noted in the 
above rejection of claim 1 . In addition, Nallur further discloses the input media 
specifying the timeline of the latest reconstructed frame (See [0032]). 

As per claims 4-6, Nallur further discloses caching wherein the caching is responsive to 
playback of the input media, and wherein the caching is responsive to detection of a 
reverse playback operation (See Nallur [0031]). 

As per claims 9, 19 most of the limitations of these claims have been noted in the 
rejection of claims 1,17. In addition, Nallur further discloses the criteria based on 
periodic time interval (See [0052]), decoded frame size and available system memory, 
requesting an application playback rate (See [0052]). 

4. Claims 11-14, 16 and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Nallur et al. (US Patent Application Publication no. 2008/0037957) in 
view of Yonemitsu et al. (US Patent no. 5,140,437) as applied to claims 1-10, 13-15, 17- 
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20, 22-26 above, and further in view of Huntington et al. (US Patent Application 
Publication no. 2007/0011321 A1). 

As per claims 11-14,16 and 21 , it is noted that the combination of Nallur and 
Yonemitsu is silent about determining that there is a cached reconstructed frame 
representing a complete decoded version of an inter-frame of the input media, the 
cached reconstructive frame being associated with a time less than or equal to a time 
t_request of the predictive frame; and wherein the cached reconstructed frame is the 
reconstructed frame. 

However, Huntington determined that there is a cache and wherein the cached 
frame is being associated with a timing with respect to predictive frame as specified in 
the claims (See Huntington paragraphs [0178-0179]). 

Therefore, it is considered obvious that one skilled in the art at the time of the 
invention would recognize the advantage of modifying Nallur and Yonemitsu proposed 
playback by incorporating Huntington's step of determining that there is a cached 
reconstructed frame representing a complete decoded version of an inter-frame of the 
input media, the cached reconstructive frame being associated with a time less than or 
equal to a time t_request of the predictive frame; and wherein the cached reconstructed 
frame is the reconstructed frame. The motivation for performing such a modification in 
Dixon is to avoid spurious timer alarms and also to allow a user to move, remove, or 
dock several windows as taught by Huntington. 
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5. Claim 19 is objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but 
would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the 
base claim and any intervening claims. 

6. Claims 27-36 are allowed. 

7. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Gims S. Philippe whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
7336. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F (10:30-7:00). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Mehrdad Dastouri can be reached on (571) 272-7418. The fax phone 
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number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Gims S Philippe 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 2621 

/G. S. P.I 

/Gims S Philippe/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2621 



